Febeuary 20, 1983

Mike, - ; ' o . ; :
ilthough "A 19803 View" section of the new work (RLWIKM)
makes it clear that the challenge to post-Mazs Marxists, beginning
with Engels, includes so-balled Wegtern Marxists, I nevertheless
auddéuly\:eél it necessary %o make the latter reference more expliw
ciﬁ efpecially ag it relates to Karl Korsch, Perhaps the fact’
that Kevin will go to Germany this 8pring is what made me think
of Korsck's homeland. - Since, however, preparaticon for my lecture
~tour. around a , his Marx centenary leaves me no time
| LRy o work out a Political-Philosqphic Letter, I'm vsing the
L 'fbfm o) hott&aiﬂﬂ&k»to » express my thoughts informally,
. ﬁ'"Ipbaicaily,'one reason I consider it necessary to expand ‘the
challeﬁge to Dvost-ilarx Marzists by focusing on‘"Western,Mar$isysQ
- 48 that ITukacs and Korsch = were the very ones.who did iﬁﬁﬂ%g%”*;)
Dialectic's revolutionary nature as inseparable ¢ from azctual
feﬁo;ﬁtionsf who did tightly relate the Second Intermational's
reformiem that ended in outright betrayal once World Var I erupted,
'wbrg"néyertheleas the very omes who, as revolutionaries, accepted
QLenin;s revolutionarw“poiitics without ever relating it to his
Birietly rhilosophic rek-organization, Why? VWhy had they never
geen any significance in vhat Lenin achieved- in 1914, that they
7irst worked out im 1919-19237 Hoy could the Great Divide in
- Marxism, with the outbreak of world war,@2§:fénin be left at the
political level without the search for Lenin's return to the Hezel-
ian dialectic "in and - for itself"? ]

'Heretofore I had allowed Iukacs' ang Korsch's disregard of
Lenin's deaper penetration of the dialectic and its 4 todéy-ness,
on thue one hand, and, on the other hand, lenin's philosophic am-
bivalence when it came to the Queation of organization, i.e., his

. moncept of "the party to lead" reast iy beace as if so-calied
'”weétern HMarxists are entitled to some sort of special orivileges,

Now that, with the completion of Rosa Luxemburg, Women's Iiberation,
1 and.Warx's Philosovhy of Revolution which could present the Mary

oeuvre as a totalitv and take issue with true revolxbionary glants
~= Lenin, Luxemburg, Trotsky ~~ most critieally, 211 other who
claim {o be Marxists must likgwise.be measured against Marx's
Farxism, not Engelsianism as well as those who deny the Srpher

15357




-2

latter, not as measured aguinst Marxta Marr;sm, tut for pu.-
\ -poses of presenting alternatives, be that with Existentialism
. or the latest prufeszional anthropologﬁamn " The reason for
focusing on Korxsch 18, precisely, because so-called Western
‘Marxiem was the excuse {or reasm, ag you wish) that Jean-Paul
Sartre and Merléau-Ponty used in the post-World VWaxr II period.
It i3 the excuse global antlropologist. 3till use when they
- want t0 esvape Marxian zethodology and concentrate on facts,
. facts, facté. It i8 the today-ness of the past debates that
. have sent me back to Te-i reading Korsch. In reading now +the
. Korsch reference to Hegel that I quoted in Pnilosophy and. .
,tu:,Revolution I became very conscious of the fact thet he had
“. ‘@lléwed for altogether toc many qualifications of the Hegelian,
:ﬂﬂnialectic &8 he kept repeating over and over again naterialism,
f{materialism. materialism,

In ny view to gkip over the dialectics of an actual new

~ Great Divide in Marxism that Lenin's Philosophic Notebooks at

. the outbreak of WWI had created by saying "But Lukacs and Korsch
didn‘t ¥now of Lenin's Abstract of Hegel's Science of Tozic since
_he kapt i1t private when {hey did their grappling with the Hegelian
dialectic in'é,the specific milieu of German Marxism" is a way of
viewing chronology as facticity'iather dialectic sequence. The
proof of that can be seen in the fact that in all the years since
the publication of Lenin's 1914 Philosophic Notebooks they still
didn't dig deep into that Greet Divide,

It is true that they didn't.g know, when they were develoving
their view on the imperativeness of a revolutionary return to the
Hegaliah dialectic in 19192 to 1923, that Lenin had already achieved
a much deeper @nd more comprekensive review of the dialectic with
his Abstract in 1914. But they did » know of the 1922 popular
Letter Lenin had addressed to the editors of a new journal "Under
the Banner of Merxism' which called for "2 systematic study of
the Hegelian dialectic from a materjalist standpoint." Indeed,
Korsch used that specific quotation as frontispiece of his Harxism
and, Pnilosonhy without ever’ sensing any philesophic disgeontinuity
betweer the Lenin of 1908 who had given the green light to a vul~
gar moterialism with his Materizlism and Emviwio-Critieism and
the Ienin of 1914-23 who had produced the dialectical Abstractw)
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‘ The trugh is that they kept treating two very differsnt works ww
Ma+e;1&115m and Emuirio-Criticism and the Abstractl-— as if it were
“one and - the same continuous work evern after the latter was publi-

‘ cally known. Instead of digging deap into the ¥hilosophic Great

,'Divide, they. proceeded narrowly on thelr own way and accepted the

. politicsi“feninism" Thereby they did nothing to close the great
philosophic void which resulted after Lenin's death even as it
vecame . the oharacteriatic post-Marx Marxism with the death of
Kar) Marx, Nowhere is vhat clearer in their revolutionary embrace
of Lenin's great works State and Revolution which ow however didn't
work out the dialectics of the party from its 150203 vanguardist
conoepf. (The-fact that Party 18 never mentioned in that work though
.1t 15 89 grest mf a recréation of Marx's Critigue »f the Gotha
Ezo grem I'll deel with later.,) . "

_ AB-you know I was nevertineless anxioue enough to give Xorsch
credit for re-establishing the revoljtionary nature of the Hegelian
,dialectic'fo'reprbduce Eorsch's way quoting Hegel's formulation that

_ ‘“rsvolution wag lodged and expresaed as if in the very form of their
:*4'thoughts and siressed especiallv Korsch's calling attention %to the
j3facb that this use of revolution wae’ by no means left only in the
L aphere of thought but will held ‘to .be “an objective component of the-
total social proceas of real ravolution "
o clearly, it iB not out -of .any concern for firsted-ness that I
fywiah Yo" aet ‘the: record straight. The' necessity for jcorreating the
_ factual arises not from facticity, but from the ambience of the
glia_.lectig._ If we are not to narrow the dialectic either only to
“'the objective or only to the subjective, the attitude to chronology
cannot, must not be reduced to facticity, Vaen all is said and done,
it is the objectivity éf that historic momentous event of a2 world
war and collapse of established Marxism which compelled the mili-
tant materiaslist, Lénin, to'turn to the "subjective", the "ideal-"
 ist" Hegell¥ Marx's Marxism was rooted therein not =kusdy only as. ,
Uorigin' but as continmous dialectic which spells out s returs /28
j;égs%ﬁgaféggggtive need for a new relationship of theory to practire’
rne re;atlonsnzp or tneory o pracuice, 0F subject To odbject :
8¢ preoccupied Marx: from the very first that he no soomer campleted
the ‘1844 Zconomic Philosovhiec Manuscripts that he followed it up
with the 11 fhesis on Feuerbach, the first of which reads: "The
.chief defect of all previous materialism (including Feuerbach) is
-—that the-object, actuality, sensuousness is conceived only in the
foxm of the object or perception, bhut not 25 sensuous human sctivi-
¥y, praxis, not subjectively. Hence, in ooposition to materialism
the active side was developed by ideelism,..PFeuerbach wanits sensuous
objects actually different from thouzht objects; but he does not
ompreiiend human activity itself as gbjective...lonsequently ne &b
does not comprehend the significance of "revolutionaxy!, of *prac-
tical-critical’ activit;."
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Yhers Lenin, in his return to the Hegelian dialectic, singles

aE

out Hegel on "Sognition not only reflects the world but creates

it", Kpg;cg geeps quotin er and over again from Anti-Duhring

and 1 Fenerbaqh; ke End of (lassical German Philogephy
a8 1f they were Marx's works and thus falls headiong into Engel-"

'Bian'"pos;tive,sciénca":'“That vhich 8till survives (philosophy in
‘Marx-rd)# independently of all earlier pnilosophies is the science
of mse~thought and its laws -~ formal logic and dialectics, Emery-
thing' else is subsumed in the positive science of naturs and
| R higtorf.ﬁ- This leads Korsch to become ae defensive on ﬁhﬁ;
.Qués?ion of philosophy aﬁd'Marxism,tﬁaﬁ&;ﬁbspiﬁe his total break

| with the German Social Democracy and\désiit%iEﬁg.@agnificent B
'guz;_ZcunnectioniOf_thg.;;thd Int'Ll'sVdeg ect of philosophy and
'!fhé‘theory'bf.revolution,ﬂﬂat he sumwimdnholds ow that it is

true that it gopears " Marxism jteelf is at once superceded and

;_ggg;hilated'as a philoso hi&al object%ﬂig if that were not-enough_
of an=Engelsianish5he once again quotes Anti-Duhrine as if that '
were by Marx himself: "That which survives independently of all
"earlier philosophies is the science of thought and its laws-~for-
mal logic and dialectics, Everything else is subsumed in the -

peeitive science.of nature-and history." Having reduceﬁ_xhe

.dialestic to "science! and histofy to historicism, Xorsch makes
it impossible to grapple with Marx‘s dialectics--the transiorma-
tion of historic narrative into historic reason, Ho wonder that
even when he is at his most creative in revealing the relationsnip
of the Second International's reformism to its neglect of the
dialectics of revolution--the need, not to'take over! the state,
but for its akbolition, XKorsch sees and accepts Lenin's Great
Divide oply politicallv, He praises highly Lepin's State and
Revolution ahich had recreated Marx's Critiqﬁe of the BmEhaix
Gotha Program,and EﬂflggﬁiﬁigﬂTTyne as "really no longer a state",
but since he hasn't/worked through the Great Divide, he hardly
can recreate it for his epoch, nor see that Lenin himself had
thete stopped on the eve ofl'revolution, not on what hapoens after
conquest of power. So blind is he to that turning point where
the dialecties, far from being a question of revolution Vs,
reformism, wovld become &¥e mast of confronting the most horrifying
of all vroblems--the counter-revoution arising from within the
revolution itself--that he sinks into stagifying #arx's VFarxism,.




e I

{ ‘*éL
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ga@ccnd period may be said to last approximately to the end of
the century, leaving out all the less Important divisions (the
foundetion and collapse of the First International; the interlude
of the. commune' the struggle between. Marxists and Lasaalle&aner,
the Anti-socialist laws in Germany; trade vaions; the founding of
the uecond International) § The third phase extends from the
. atexrt of this century tn the present and into an indefinite iu-
'uture n.' N .
mhe 1op1c cf this 1llogica1 ataggfying of Marx's develop-
ment which reduced Hard's universal ‘of the Paris Commune into
7l a mere 1nter1ude stands out in all its contradictorlneas when
”-_Korsuh once again- returns to the highpoint of his revivaliza-
?5tion of the dialectic when the totality of his attack when the
. GSD:is. s proven most dramatically by its ajtitude to the 6ri-

tique of - the Gotha Program in the contrast with its total oppo-

8ite Lenin's State'and Revolution.

Korach's practice of a 1: 1 relation o;T;;EBBEtiQe
¢ objective has him divide Merx's development into 3 pericds,
with the first being the high poigk, }§%2-48. Cnce the 1848
revolution is defeated it is all Zxwmyxoe retrogressing which
he subdivides into two, 1848-64, which he begs off from analysing :
since Marx so '"masterfully", in his"Inaugural Address of 18647 ;
of the First International, deseribed the 'veriod of feverish {
irdustrial industrial activity, moral ‘degeneration and political /
reaction.’ Here is how Korsch continues with the continuation ;/

of that second period: .

.‘.. | \\\\\\hﬁ‘h-_-_-’-F_-_ﬂﬂ’——#—_———
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It takes & ot of'excavating to disclose Korsch's type
uf Fantian dialectices at thu very point when, volitically, he has
the 'deepest dialactinal penetration 1n ‘his rejection of ihe Second
Int's theoretical neglect of Marx's 1‘igue of the thh« Program

and accepting Lenin's $tate and Revolutgon, esp., when at that point
"we .need confront Lenin's phllosdphic ambivalsnce by having stcpped
without tackling tje dilectic of the PartyRgnd thus the 1902-03a
vanguardist concept of’ the party 1s left untouched. But leave it

to XKorsch t6 come to our aid, first by focusing on ILenin's P.5.

. a8 if that were the climax to the revolutionary analysis, That

- 18 to say, where Lenin admits he had to stop his theoretical .2

5fexpose on suate and revolution before he had 2 chance 3o dig )

- into acbua! revolutions, either 1905 or 1917,Korsch stops also nis
;analysia, though hEx¥axocet no revolution is knocking at his dooxr
;which Leela, of course, must happy by that "interruption“-"It'
more pleaaant and usefulto &o through 'the experience of revolu-
tinn' than to write about it." So, in 1923, ve have yet to approach
the problam. wnat happens after the conquest of power? )

) Secondly, in turaing to Marx's Oritique of the Gotha
Program, Eéwch still has not a word to say on the question of
organization, though he is rapturous in praise of Marx's Critique

“ both in the original 1923 edition of Marxism and Philosophy  and
its 1930 reprint with a new introduction as well as his special
introduction that he had written to the Critioue itself. But
isn't that, that precisely, the overriding question-~the relatioship
of theory to organization, Wesn't that @ritique written as
"Harginal Notes" to a Party's program? Vasn't it sendo a leader (Bracds
in the parties~about-tc be united? And wasn't that sent simulta-
nesusly with the French edition of CAPITAL, Vol.I inugggaxgry period
a2s Marx was plunging in 2 study of the Russzian ancient/commune
which disclosed such'new moments" in Map:{F development as to leave
a trail even for our period of the 1980821 0.k, ,1et's themae
vegin at §B§m235%8E§8§s°f the adventures of the Critique, written
in 1875. The/Party proceeded on its merry way without so muech
@8 publishing Marx's Critique; much less make that the foundation
Jor the Party. 15 years later, when Engels finally compelled
the new German Social Democracy to publish the Critique in 1891,
it was clear that “knowing" the Critique.nad as little impact
as not kKnowing it, --just 1iKe ¥ in Xorsch's perlod no-new ground
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- had Yeen created by "kngyipgl, jnstead of not knowing Lenin's
1914 bieax-through on the?dialectic.
. . Just as considering Marx and Engela as one led at beat,
tc mpddying up Narx'a Marxiem even when ne revisionism was
.f_nvolved, as wi+h Engels, 80 not seeing denin 8 Great Divide
philoaophically resulted, at ane and the same time, to the ~
dilution of Marx's Marxism and losing the dialectical sequence
for the new problems afte” the death of Tenin. Put simply,
_the challenge to post~Marx Marxiets is8 needed, not Just to- ¢lear
T'up ‘the debris ieft by Engels’ intexpretation of what weie the
'Harx "bequests", but to- be ¥ informed by Marx's inaepaaable new
‘continent of ‘thought and of revolution, neither of which is

o taseparable from: the other.

3 e Gorrertly, as Luxemburg did magnificently, to reject the
. very first revisionist call dor the “removal of the dizlectical
scaffolding" from Marxiem, without concretising and deepening
- the dialectic for one's own age creates a gap. That the historic
‘continuity with Marx seemed to have ended with the 1848 revolu-
tion, rather than extending it to the 1850 Address on the
"revolution in permanence" fivst emerged im +the 1905 Revolution.
By 1907,when the Internaticnal Congresé didn't even put that
Revolution or the agenda signified; as I ekpressed it in Marxism
and Figcedom® in Ch,IX, Exypeniaiiyxthexsestiwn "The Beginning
of the End of the Second Internatiomal”. You have every right'
t5e§%}1 attention to the fact that clarification was dchieved
with/of 1957, It certainly is true that the combination of
hindsight and the fact tthat, with the eruption of the Humngarian
Revolution, came also the placing on the historic stage of Marx's
1844 Humanist essays could not but reopen the relationship of
rhilosophy to revolution. But, why then, Ad1dw% Lenin's
‘return to the Hegelian dialectic in 1914 amwt lead post-Farx Marxists
Immat "Western Marxistsh to skip that new ground from which
to dake off?




, “To sum up briefly=--I hope I'1ll get time to develop this
move after my lecture tour around our trilogy of revolution--
" vhat remains of the essence ig, at one and iduex the same
‘time. to relate historic continuity, the re urn to Marx's
Marxism as a recreation, to the discontinuity of the ages and,
with it, t2 be abls to meet the new challenges, As a preconddtion
for that I hold it imperative to‘raconsider;poat-M&fx Marxism,
measure 1t againet Hazx's Narxiem and, ‘fax from skipping what
had been- creatad by Lenin's Great Divide philosophical y o 2
take off from that.. '

. e Whaf rereading of Karl Korach's Marxism. and Philosophx
" has illuminated is that the D*a& °65?a§§&25 gxgﬁgsggqh§° the
dialectics of the Party, vhich Harx had chartéﬁ?"ﬁ"ﬁifbh even
Lenin who”eo.fresh;y_recreated o the question of the need '
. “to-abolish the state &nd, with the revolution, proceed to

.a ngghfgxmigglggwer that is "no longer a state™, didn't have -
time/te axtend to what happens after, though he certainly did

leeve ue jumping off points,'must be worked out by this-age.
txtizxkxﬂuxx:hz:A first step toward that task is to make sure

that not pnly +there is no division between philosophy and
.revolution but also not between philosophy and orgahization.
Concretely that demands the relationship of Organization to Marx's’
gheory -of "revolution in permanence." It ig with that in mind ’
that I entitled +the pesnultimate chapter of RO3A LUXEMEURG,

FEMEN'S LIBERATION AND MARX'S PHILOSOPHY OF REVOLUTION, "The
Thilosopher of Permanent RBevolution Oreates Few Ground for Organisa-
tion.® "It is only then that the final chapter on Marx's "nev

moments",including his Ethnological Notebooks and our age's
Third World, 'disclosed the trail to the 1980s, That doesn't
mean we have the answer all signed and sealed, It does mean
working this out demands a challenge to post-NarX Marxists,
Yours, .
Raya

.
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‘Footnotes =10~

(a}On that score Lukacs 1s, at lesst in 1919-1923 more profoundly
._diacectical-
"Po be clear about the funetion of theory i3 also to understand
its oun basis, the dialectical method. This voint is absolutely
crucial, and because it has been overlooked much m confusion has
been introduced inte diacussions of dialectics. Engels'! argu-
_ments in the Anti-Duhring decisively influenced the later life of
-the thecry. However we regard them, - whether we grant then clasg-
.sical status or whether we criticise them, deem-them %o be in-
}ﬁccmplete or even flawed, we must still agrae that this aspect
:iis nowuere treated in them, Thet is to say, he contrasts the ways
-in which concspfs are formed in dialectics as: opposed to  ‘meta-
: phys:lcs'- he stresses the fact that in dialectics the definite
',conbcurs of concepts {and the objects they represent) . are dig-
‘solved, Dialectics he argues, i3 a continuous process of tran-~
sition from one’ definition into the other, In consequence,‘a,
one-sidcd and rigid causalitvy must be roplaced irn interaction, .
=name1y the dialectical relation between subject and objectxin
the historiecal proceas, let alone give it the prominence it
desexves. Yet without this fector dialectics ceases to be re-
volutionary, despite attewpts (illusory in the last analysis)
to retain 'fluid' concepts, For it implies a failure to recog-
nize that in 211 metaphysics the object remains untouched and
unaltered so that thought remains contemplative and fails to
become vractical; while for the dialecticzl method the central
problem is to change realitv,"

Fa matter there wag ng change in that_ fals tude when_ the
Q X
1874, Eflfesw&sgﬁzisbeﬂz cfféa%iﬁvf&aedaab&ﬁiﬁo paE peaa ) hat
capitulstion to Stalinism. Yo, it was much, much deeper. Lukacs
who did finally began making many references to the Abstract, made
these with so false a2 conscicusnmess that he paired Lenin with
3talin as an original philosopher so that both became creators
"Marxism in the age of imperialism."

/3/The one«critigue Xorsch allowed himself of sngels' self-criticism "1n
an incorrect aﬂd undialectical way" Xorsch never followed throusn
with his strict Fegelianism (par,156):"...In Hegel's terms, he re-
treats from the height of the concept to its tbrnsnold to the cate-
gories of reacting and mutual interaction,aetc.“
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